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Mr. Maysank, from the Committee on Banking and Currency, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany 8S. 2104] 


The Committee on Banking and Currency, to whom was recom- 
mitted the bill (S. 2104) to repeal section 104 of the Defense Produc- 
tion Act of 1950, as amended, having given further study to the 
same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend 
that the bill do pass. 

EXPLANATION 


On January 30, 1952, the Senate by a vote of 47 to 39 agreed to the 
amended motion offered by the Senator from Indiana (Mr. Capehart)— 


That Senate bill 2104, to repeal section 104 of the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
as amended, be recommitted for further study to the Banking and Currency 
Committee, and reported back to the Senate not later than March 3, 1952. 


Section 104 reads as follows: 


Sec. 104. Import controls of fats and oils (including oil-bearing materials, 
fatty acids, and soap and soap powder, but excluding petroleum and petroleum 
products and coconuts and coconut products), peanuts, butter, cheese, and other 
dairy products, and rice and rice products are necessary for the protection of the 
essential security interests and economy of the United States in the existing 
emergency in international relations, and no imports of any such commodity or 
product shall be admitted to the United States until after June 30, 1952, which 
the Secretary of Agriculture determines would (a) impair or reduce the domestic 
production of any such commodity or product below present production levels, 
or below such higher levels as the Secretary of Agriculture may deem necessary 
in view of domestic and international conditions, or (b) interfere with the orderly 
domestic storing and marketing of any such commodity or product, or (c) result 
in any unnecessary burden or expenditures under any Government price support 
program. The President shall exercise the authority and powers conferred by 
this section. 
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In explaining his motion, the Senator from Indiana stated that he 
thought the committee ought to— 
go into the question of what is depressing the price of fats and oils in the United 
States, and to determine whether section 104 of the present law has had any 
effect on it, either pro or con, 

Since recommittal of the bill, the committee has given further 
consideration to this particular matter. Your committee is of the 
opinion that neither section 104 of the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended, nor the effort to repeal that section is responsible 
for the generally lower market prices of many fats and oils as com- 
pared with the market prices for these same commodities prior to 
enactment of section 104 on July 31, 1951. 

A tabular comparison of published cash prices for some representa- 
tive commodities is given here as follows: 


nes 


| July 30, 1951 | Ang. 8, 1951 | Feb. 26, 1952 


Cottonseed oil, crude, Southeast pound 1 $0.15 $0. 15% 1 $0. 1174 
Corn oil, crude, Chicago do 15 . 1544} 2.13 

Soybean oil, crude, Decatur, Ill. _- do | B15 | . 1474) . 1036 
Peanut oil, crude, Southeast ‘ do | 17144 . 1734} 3.1414 
Lard, Chicago do | 1, 1634 1, 1634] 1, 1187 
Tallow, fancy, New York do | 10944 .09 | 3, 0644 
Linseed oil, raw, New York do | 1544) _ 1489 18% 
Butter, fresh, A-92 score, New York do | . 6746) 3. 671% . 8644 

| | 





! Nominal, 
2 Bid. 
3 Offered. 


In all these items, except lard, linseed oil, and butter, cash prices on 
February 26, 1952, were roughly half of the cash price for the same 
item a year earlier on February 26, 1951. Lard sold at $0.1930 per 
pound on February 26, 1951, as compared with the February 26, 1952, 
price of $0.1187 per pound. On February 1951, linseed oil sold at 
$0.2280 per pound and butter at $0.68 per pound as compared with 
the prices set forth in the table above. 

Effective August 9, 1951, the Department of Agriculture acted under 
the provisions of section 104 to control imports of certain fats and 
oils, namely— 

Butter. 

Butter oil. 

Casein or lactarine, and mixtures in chief value thereof (not 
specially provided for). 

Cheese. 

Flaxseed (linseed). 

Flaxseed screenings, scalpings, chaff or scourings 

Linseed oil, and combinations and mixtures, in chief value of 
such oil. 

Milk, skimmed, dried (nonfat dried-milk solids), 

Peanuts, blanched, roasted, prepared, or preserved. 

Peanut oil (ground nut oil). 

Peanuts (shelled, not shelled). 

Rice (paddy, uncleaned or brown rice, cleaned or milled rice; 
Patna rice, cleaned, for use in canned soups; rice meal, flour, 
polish and bran; broken rice, including brewers rice; rice 
starch). 
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Under the orders issued, import quotas were assigned to casein or 
lactarine, cheese, broken rice, and rice starch. In general, imports of 
the other commodities listed were barred through June 30, 1952. The 
Department did not deem it necessary to place import controls on the 
remaining commodities in the foregoing price table, apparently because 
in its opinion they did not require such controls under the criteria 
specified in section 104. 

However, the lack of uniformity in price movements as between 
commodities controlled and those not controlled makes it difficult to 
argue that the movement of prices is due to the existence or threat of 
repeal of section 104. For example, the price of peanut oil, under 
strict import control, has declined, while the price of butter and lin- 
seed oil, under like strict import control, has risen. During the same 
period the price of lard and tallow, not placed under import control 
by the Department, has declined. 

Your committee believes that other possible causes than the exist- 
ence or proposed repeal of section 104 must be examined to determine 
the reason for the decline in price of many fats and oils. As to some of 
the items, prima facie evidence indicates the decline may be due to 
an increase in the domestic or world supply. Other of the commodities, 
such as tallow, encounter competition from synthetic detergents which 
holds down the demand for such items. Yet a search for the causes 
of price fluctuations would involve a careful study, including examina- 
tion into the operation of commodity markets, which your committee 
is of the opinion it does not have time to undertake and still report 
S. 2104 back to the Senate by March 3. 

Your committee received requests from many who wished to testify 
at length if hearings were to be held on this matter. The prospective 
witnesses explained that they wanted a full opportunity to present 
their arguments with reference to S. 2104 if testimony was to be taken 
from those holding opposite views on the bill. Neither opponents nor 
proponents of S. 2104 were anxious to testify if vour committee did 
not arrange to hold hearings for the purpose of receiving testimony 
from those differing with their views. Your committee had examined 
the basic problems involved in S. 2104 at public hearings held in 
August and September of 1951. Those hearings are recorded on page 
2942 et seq. of part IV of Hearings on the Defense Production Act 
Amendments of 1951. It conducted further study of S. 2104 in ac- 
cordance with the motion for recommittal of the bill. Your com- 
mittee decided it would be impracticable to hold lengthy hearings and 
still report the bill back to the Senate by March 3, which is the man- 
date given your committee by the Senate. 

Its decision was also reached in the light of the fact that on March 
4 your committee will commence hearings on bills to extend the De- 
fense Production Act of 1950, as amended, beyond June 30, 1952. 
Those hearings will serve as a forum for presenting the views of those 
who believe the provisions of section 104 of the act should be made 
effective after June 30, 1952, if any member of this body sees fit to 
introduce in time an appropriate amendment for that purpose to the 
bills now pending before your committee which deal with extension 
of the act. 
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Under the circumstances, your committee has satisfied itself that 


there is no direct relationship between section 104 and the current 
decline in price of some fats and oils. Its reasons for favoring S. 2104 
as set forth in Senate Report No. 790, Eightyv-second Congress, first 
session, filed on September 20, 1951, still remain valid and persuasive. 
Therefore your committee is of the opinion that it ought to return 
S. 2104 to the Senate and urge its favorable consideration. This it 
now dloes and recommends immediate approval of the bill. 


ft 


News / 





